California Climate Investments

Implemented Projects by Region, Metropolitan Planning
Organization, County, Rural/Urban County Designation,

Cap and Trade . . . .
I aWark \e\\é’ and Legislative District
Projects implemented through November 30, 2021
Overview

California Climate Investments implemented over $2.1 billion from December 2020 through
the end of November 2021, bringing the cumulative total of implemented funding to almost
$10.5 billion. This document supplements the 2022 Annual Report to the Legislature on
California Climate Investments Using Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds by summarizing
investments by region, Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), county, rural/urban
county designation, and legislative district, through November 30, 2021.

Methodology

The data provided here is derived from the data in the Cumulative List of Implemented
California Climate Investments Projects (Project List) and represents $10.5 billion in
cumulative funding for “Implemented Projects” as of November 30, 2021.

A number of implemented California Climate Investments projects span multiple geographic
boundaries (e.g., a transit bus line or large forestry project crossing county lines). While most
projects can be tied to one project address, where it is not feasible to associate a project
with a single region, district, or county, the same project data is included in each area that
benefits from the investment. This method of attribution tends to increase the implemented
project totals reported here. See the Project List for a more detailed explanation of the
methodology the California Air Resources Board uses to evaluate projects that cross
geographic boundaries.

Implemented High-Speed Rail Project funds ($2.9 billion) have been omitted from
geographic summary figures in this document, although percentages of funding are based on
the full implemented total that includes High-Speed Rail ($10.5 billion). As a result, the
funding summations in this document differ from the individual project funding summation
values in the 2022 Annual Report. Learn more about funds implemented by the High-Speed
Rail Project on the California Climate Investments website.
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1. Implemented Projects by Region

% of Regional

Total % of Regional Funds
" Funds
. Implemented Implemented | Benefiting -
Region . Benefiting
Funds by Funds Priority Priority
Region ($10.5B) Populations Populations
Bay Area $1,670,017,334 | 16.0% $1,129,975,515 | 67.7%
Los Angeles & 1 ¢ (33,021,516 | 25.2% $2,079,730,537 | 79.0%
Inland Empire
San Diego and
. $461,031,583 4.4% $332,808,208 72.2%
Imperial Valley
San Joaquin | ¢4 196 172,093 | 15.6% $1,291,129,077 | 79.2%
Valley
Other Regions | $1,522,262,338 | 14.6% $839,817,483 55.2%

Region Definitions (Counties):

Bay Area

Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San
Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma counties

San Joaquin Valley

Stanislaus, and Tulare counties

Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin,

Los Angeles /
Inland Empire

Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and
Ventura counties

San Diego / Imperial
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2. Implemented Projects by MPO

Total Implemented

% of

MPO Counties Implemented
Funds by MPO FurF:ds ($10.5B)
AMBAG Monterey, San Benito, Santa Cruz | $122,798,618 1.2%
BCAG Butte $86,126,755 0.8%
FresnoCOG | Fresno $464,997,049 4.5%
KCAG Kings $71,882,158 0.7%
KCOG Kern $235,152,983 2.3%
MCAG Merced $179,508,315 1.7%
MCTC Madera $83,573,509 0.8%
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
MTC Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, $1,670,017,334 16.0%
Santa Clara, Solano, Sonoma
SACOG Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, Yuba $539,849,657 5.2%
SANDAG San Diego $421,094,524 4.0%
SBCAG Santa Barbara $43,844,884 0.4%
Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange,
SCAG Rivperside, San Begrnardino, Vgentura $2,671,815,124 25.6%
SJCOG San Joaquin $261,293,307 2.5%
SLOCOG San Luis Obispo $55,886,240 0.5%
SRTA Shasta $142,273,345 1.4%
StanCOG Stanislaus $218,402,084 2.1%
TCAG Tulare $263,143,573 2.5%
TMPO El Dorado, Placer $135,510,195 1.3%
Amador, Alpine, Calaveras,
Colusa, Del Norte, Glenn,
Humboldt, Inyo, Lake, Lassen, o
Non-MPO Mariposa, Meyndocino, Modoc, $455,962,415 4.4%
Mono, Nevada, Siskiyou, Plumas,
Sierra, Trinity, Tehama, Tuolumne
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3. Implemented Projects by County

% of Implemented

County Total Implemented funds by County funds ($10.5B)
Alameda $593,034,239 5.7%
Alpine $2,376,486 <0.1%
Amador $14,861,306 0.1%
Butte $86,126,755 0.8%
Calaveras $26,532,525 0.3%
Colusa $18,031,821 0.2%
Contra Costa $189,371,423 1.8%
Del Norte $3,498,393 <0.1%
El Dorado $53,643,405 0.5%
Fresno $464,997,049 4.5%
Glenn $17,294,852 0.2%
Humboldt $88,056,655 0.8%
Imperial $52,587,444 0.5%
Inyo $3,175,983 <0.1%
Kern $235,152,983 2.3%
Kings $71,882,158 0.7%
Lake $19,537,279 0.2%
Lassen $33,436,590 0.3%
Los Angeles $1,721,465,365 16.5%
Madera $83,573,509 0.8%
Marin $52,366,092 0.5%
Mariposa $19,701,958 0.2%
Mendocino $36,791,370 0.4%
Merced $179,508,315 1.7%
Modoc $16,440,014 0.2%
Mono $4,761,689 <0.1%
Monterey $76,843,039 0.7%
Napa $43,855,272 0.4%
Nevada $47,032,443 0.5%
Orange $430,317,238 4.1%
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% of Implemented

County Total Implemented funds by County funds ($10.58)
Placer $89,720,496 0.9%
Plumas $26,821,453 0.3%
Riverside $322,819,399 3.1%
Sacramento $405,480,962 3.9%
San Benito $3,468,940 <0.1%
San Bernardino $438,918,986 4.2%
San Diego $421,094,524 4.0%
San Francisco $407,074,938 3.9%
San Joaquin $261,293,307 2.5%
San Luis Obispo $55,886,240 0.5%
San Mateo $180,935,734 1.7%
Santa Barbara $43,844,884 0.4%
Santa Clara $309,688,828 3.0%
Santa Cruz $46,907,606 0.4%
Shasta $142,273,345 1.4%
Sierra $5,160,252 <0.1%
Siskiyou $44,396,542 0.4%
Solano $49,183,675 0.5%
Sonoma $81,782,784 0.8%
Stanislaus $218,402,084 2.1%
Sutter $16,108,662 0.2%
Tehama $28,235,253 0.3%
Trinity $16,414,992 0.2%
Tulare $263,143,573 2.5%
Tuolumne $22,641,033 0.2%
Ventura $142,868,614 1.4%
Yolo $115,028,979 1.1%
Yuba $18,523,474 0.2%
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4. Implemented Projects by Rural/Urban County Designation

% of % of Funds
Total Implemented | Funds Benefiting  |Benefiting
AL Funds Implemented Priority Populations |Priorit
Funds ($10.58) yrop a
Populations
Rural $1,641,369,508 15.7% $951,835,114 58.0%
Urban $5,960,584,326 57.1% $4,403,468,806 73.9%
Rural/Urban Designation (Counties):
Rural Alpine, Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa, Del Norte, El Dorado,

Glenn, Humboldt, Imperial, Inyo, Lake, Lassen, Madera, Mariposa,
Mendocino, Merced, Modoc, Mono, Napa, Nevada, Placer, Plumas,
San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Sonoma,
Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, Tulare, Tuolumne, Yolo, and Yuba counties.

Urban Alameda, Contra Costa, Fresno, Kern, Kings, Los Angeles, Marin,
Monterey, Orange, Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San
Diego, San Francisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, Santa Barbara,
Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Solano, Stanislaus, and Ventura counties.
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5. Implemented Projects by State Senate District

E)?;?E Total Implemented Funds by District ;’{;10(;‘.£Isrgiolemented Aumek
1 $456,104,558 4.4%
2 $258,436,027 2.5%
3 $226,082,770 2.2%
4 $206,500,667 2.0%
5 $310,845,088 3.0%
6 $387,248,652 3.7%
7 $159,018,741 1.5%
8 $430,616,741 4.1%
9 $539,492,801 5.2%
10 $175,910,154 1.7%
11 $412,020,010 3.9%
12 $492,047,546 4.7%
13 $209,833,983 2.0%
14 $566,203,265 5.4%
15 $207,641,382 2.0%
16 $240,712,018 2.3%
17 $191,413,720 1.8%
18 $201,642,199 1.9%
19 $166,004,934 1.6%
20 $364,653,820 3.5%
21 $159,611,224 1.5%
22 $265,806,997 2.5%
23 $168,692,772 1.6%
24 $443,490,766 4.2%
25 $216,086,258 2.1%
26 $249,828,475 2.4%
27 $156,050,382 1.5%
28 $121,830,837 1.2%
29 $193,104,392 1.8%
30 $248,903,749 2.4%
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;?;?iti Total Implemented Funds by District ;’{;%‘.Isrgalemented AUeE
31 $213,912,308 2.0%
32 $156,775,113 1.5%
33 $383,172,187 3.7%
34 $239,078,608 2.3%
35 $371,071,286 3.6%
36 $114,581,248 1.1%
37 $195,391,730 1.9%
38 $129,710,244 1.2%
39 $165,003,300 1.6%
40 $214,183,544 2.1%
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6. Implemented Projects by Assembly District

gisssterir:tbly Total Implemented Funds by District zyg;gtlsr;;olemented Funds
1 $382,496,830 3.7%
2 $192,232,897 1.8%
3 $142,063,155 1.4%
4 $173,992,346 1.7%
5 $227,086,411 2.2%
6 $53,477,842 0.5%
7 $340,105,915 3.3%
8 $87,643,508 0.8%
9 $62,175,578 0.6%
10 $84,060,364 0.8%
11 $87,984,480 0.8%
12 $133,151,301 1.3%
13 $210,319,227 2.0%
14 $102,556,784 1.0%
15 $222,937,362 2.1%
16 $74,663,125 0.7%
17 $367,607,884 3.5%
18 $337,158,962 3.2%
19 $131,279,125 1.3%
20 $84,798,192 0.8%
21 $320,905,051 3.1%
22 $133,214,879 1.3%
23 $156,431,059 1.5%
24 $134,956,108 1.3%
25 $116,828,342 1.1%
26 $263,484,114 2.5%
27 $147,552,395 1.4%
28 $91,620,924 0.9%
29 $99,742,572 1.0%
30 $128,229,398 1.2%
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g?:terir:tbly Total Implemented Funds by District 21<§I5r;;olemented Aumek
31 $352,703,749 3.4%
32 $210,849,143 2.0%
33 $60,031,507 0.6%
34 $96,012,667 0.9%
35 $71,074,326 0.7%
36 $145,515,055 1.4%
37 $132,991,996 1.3%
38 $121,462,039 1.2%
39 $159,890,457 1.5%
40 $125,158,292 1.2%
41 $150,566,433 1.4%
42 $29,045,891 0.3%
43 $146,362,686 1.4%
44 $101,216,299 1.0%
45 $128,945,956 1.2%
46 $146,756,842 1.4%
47 $186,219,984 1.8%
48 $193,643,818 1.9%
49 $140,148,022 1.3%
50 $153,419,048 1.5%
51 $253,615,307 2.4%
52 $238,579,260 2.3%
53 $378,686,356 3.6%
54 $175,973,329 1.7%
55 $160,228,852 1.5%
56 $131,200,539 1.3%
57 $136,688,673 1.3%
58 $115,727,857 1.1%
59 $159,361,045 1.5%
60 $85,095,373 0.8%
61 $182,573,910 1.7%
62 $115,280,955 1.1%
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g?:terir:tbly Total Implemented Funds by District 21<§I5r;;olemented Aumek
63 $103,988,976 1.0%
64 $273,918,257 2.6%
65 $109,600,492 1.0%
66 $106,949,392 1.0%
67 $31,469,619 0.3%
68 $152,749,200 1.5%
69 $184,990,146 1.8%
70 $302,153,585 2.9%
71 $91,824,472 0.9%
72 $63,001,282 0.6%
73 $89,659,942 0.9%
74 $94,282,483 0.9%
75 $49,588,677 0.5%
76 $74,065,094 0.7%
77 $46,579,619 0.4%
78 $136,058,598 1.3%
79 $83,481,712 0.8%
80 $145,661,016 1.4%
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Reference Maps of MPO and Legislative

Boundaries

Figure 1: California MPO Boundaries

Reference

MPO Name

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments

Butte County Association of Governments

Council of Fresno County Goverrnments

Kern Council Of Governments

Kings County Association of Governments

Madera County Transportation Commisssion

Del 'Norte

Merced County Association of Governments

Siskiyou

Modoc

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Sacramento Area Council Of Governments

San Diego Association of Governments
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San Joaquin Council Of Governments

San Luis Obispo Council Of Governments

Trinity.

Lassen 13

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments

Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency

Southern California Association of Governments

Plumas

Stanislaus Council Of Governments

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization

Tulare County Association of Governments

Nevada g

847
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Figure 2: California State Senate Districts
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Figure 3: California State Assembly Districts
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